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REMAftKS/DlSCUSSIQN OF ISSUES 

Specification . In ihe Non-Final Office Acnon, Examiner Abel-Jalil objected to the 
abscraci for containing more than 150 words. The Applicant has amended the specification 
herein to obviate this objecuon to the abstract as well as to correct a lypographical error. No 
new matter wa:; introduced by the amendments of the specification herein. 

prawings . The anached replacement drawing sheet 1/5 includes a correction of a 
mislabeling of "FIG. I" to '^FIG. lA". Examiner Abel-Jalil is therefore respecrfUUy 
requested to approve the proposed replacement drawing sheet 1/5. 

Claims 1-6, 1 1-13. 16. 19 and 20 . In the Non-Final Office Action, Examiner Abel- 
Jalil rejected pending claims 1-6, 1 1-13, 16, 19, and 20 under 35 aS.C. §l02(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6.249,883 Bl to Cassidy et aK The Applicant responds to this 
rejection as subsequently recited herein, and respectfully requests reconsideration and further 
examination of claims 1-6, 11.13, 16, 19, and 20 under 37 CFR § l.l 12, 

As to the §l02(e) rejection of claims 1-6, 1 1-13, 16, 19, and 20, the Applicant has 
thoroughly considered Examiner Abel-JaUrs remarks concerning the patentability of claims 
1-6, 1 1-13, 16, 19, and 20 over Cassidy, The Applicant has also thoroughly read Cassidy. 
To warrant this §l02(e) rejection of claims 1-6, 11-13, 16, 19, and 20, Cassidy must show 
each and every limitation of claims 1-6, 1 1-13, 16, 19, and 20 m as complete detaU as in 
contained m claims 1-6, 1 1-13, 16, 19, and 20, See, MPHP §2131. The Applicant 
respectfully traverses this §l02(e) rejection of claims 1-6, 11,13 16, 19, and 20, because 
Cassidy teaches away from the following limitations of claims 1-6, 1 1, 13, 16, 19, and 20: 

I - operating said event master server to srore said sequence number 
within said master directory database^ ' as recited in independent claim 1; 
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Qperaring a masicr database to replicate a data manipulaiion and a 



sequeace number to a replicate directory databa se, said sequence number 
corresponding to an event noiificaiion " and " operating an event service server 
TO provide said event notification to an event client server in respo nse to said 
replication of said sequence number to said replicate directory database " as 
recited in independent claim 4; 

3. ^^ assi^ning a first sequence number lo said modified me ssage when 
said modified message is within snid first queue " and ^'storing said first 
sequence number within said master directory database " as recited in 
mdependent claim 6; 

4. '' said event master server is fitnhcr operable to store said sequence 
number withm said master directory database " as recited m amended 
independent claim 1 1 ; 

5. " a means for storing said first sequence number within a master 
directory database " as recited in independent claim 16; 

6. ^' an event service server operable to determine said sequence number 
beintf stored within a replicate directory database " and "an event client server 
operable to provide an eveni notificanon to at least one d irectory client when 
said sequence number is being stored within sa id replicated directory 
database, said event notification corre sponding to said manipulation of said 
data" as recited in independent claim 19; and 
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7, '^ a directory event subsvsiem operable ro notify said dir cciorv client of 
any manipulation of said mazier directorv d atabase bv said directory service 
provider server " as recited in independent claim 20. 

As to the traversal, the scopes of independent claims 1, 4, 6, 16, 19 and 20 are 
directed to timely notifications to direciory clients of data replications v^ithin databases 
whereby there is no need to predict system and network failures due to unknown timing of 
data replications within databases. By comparison, the teachings afCassidy are directed to 
predicting system and network failures stemming from data replications within databases due 
10 an omission of timely notifications to direciory clients of data replications within 
databases. This distinction between the present invention and Cassidy is unequivocal in view 
of a proper operational understanding of the present application and Cassidy. 

Specifically, Cassidy tenches a method of predicting system and network failures 
stemming from data replications withm databases that is not based on timely notifications of 
data replications within databases to directory clients, but based on a storage of sequence 
numbers within a net model and domain models (e.g., models 416, 436 and 446 as illustrated 
in FIG. 4J where the sequence numbers are related to data replications within databases (e.g., 
databases 1 14, 128 and 144 as illustrated in FIG, 4) and a comparison of the sequence 
numbers stored wiihin a net model versus the sequence numbers stored within the domain 
models provides a prediction of system and network failures stemming from data repUcauons 
wiihin databases. 

As illustrated in FiQS. 4 and 7, the network failure prediction as taught by Cassidy 
implements three decision blocks. 

The first decision block 812 involves a determination by a net administrator 41 8 as lo 
whether all daui replication within databases 1 14, 128 and 144 should be complete as of the 
periodic review or whether any data replication within one or more database 1 14, 128 and 
144 is probably ongoing as of the periodic review by testing the time limit of each sequence 
number stored within a net model 416. 
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If ner administrator 418 deterrnines all data replication within databases 1 14, 128 and 
144 should be complete as of the periodic review, then the second decision block 816 
involves a determination by net adminisn^tor 418 as lo whether at least one of a domain 
controller 406 and a domain controller 408 is reporting a sequence number that indicates a 
particular data replication within an associated database has not commenced as of the 
periodic review by testing whether one or more of the sequence numbers reported by 
controllers 406 and 408 does not march any sequence number for that particular data 
replication. An alert condition exists if domain controller 406 and/or domain controller 408 
are reporting a sequence number that does not match any sequence number for that particular 
data replication. 

Otherwise, if both domain controllers 406 and 408 are reporting a sequence number 
that does match any sequence number for that particular data replication, then the third 
decision block 822 involves a determination by net administrator 418 as to whether a time 
differential between a first sequent number associated with the particular data replication and 
a last sequence number associated with the particular data repUcaiion warrants an alert 
condition. 

Cleariy, these elaborate prediction steps as taught by Cus2:idy are needed because 
Cassidy teaches away from a timely notification to directory client 108, 1 10, 124, and 140 as 
illustrated in FIG. I of data replication with databases 1 14, 128, and 144. By teaching away 
from an event notification method that involves a storage of sequence numbers in databases 
and a notification of such storage of sequence numbers as taught by the present application, 
Cassidy unequivocally teaches away the aforementioned limitations of independent claims 1, 
4, 6, 16, 19 and 20. Withdrawal of the rejection of mdependent claims 1, 4, 6, 16, 19 and 20 
under L.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Cassidy is therefore respectfully requested. 
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Claims 2 and 3 depend from independent claim 1, Therefore, dependeni claims 2 and 
3 include all of ihe elements and limitations of independent claim 1 . It is therefore 
respectfully submitted by the Applicant that dependeni claims 2 and 3 are allowable over 
Cassidy for at least the same reason as sei forth herein with respect to mdependent claim 1 
being allowable over Cassidy, Furihermore, the Applicant respectfully asserts that Cassidy 
teaches away from the following Umuations of dependent claims 2-3 for che same reason as 
set fonh herem with respect to independent claim 1 : 

1. " operating said master database to replicate sa id sequence number to a 
replicate direciorv database ", and " operating said event s ervice server to 
provide said event notification to an event client server in respo nse to said 
replication of said sequence number to said replicate directory datab^t^e" as 
recited in dependent claim 2; and 

2. ^^ operatinfi said event client server to provide said event notif ication to 
at least one directory cHenr registered to receive said event notification^ ^ as 
recited in dependent claim 3; 

Wiihdrawal of the rejection of dependent claims 2 and 3 under U.S,C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Cassidy is therefore respectfully requested. 



PAGE 17127 * RCVD AT 3/8120044:51:06 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-2)3 * DNIS:7467239 ' CS1D:+1 8479057113^ DURATION (mni-ss):06-52 




MAR-08-04 03:56PM 



FROM-CLC FAX 



+18479057113 



T-98S P- 18/27 F-3g4 



March 8, 2004 
Case No.: AUS92OO0O810USI (9000/18) 
Serial No.: 09/738,368 
Filed; December 15, 2000 
Page 15 of 21 



Claim 5 depends from independem claim 4. Therefore, dependent claim 5 includes 
all of The elements arid limitations of independent claim 4. It is therefore respectfully 
submitted by the Applicant that dependent claims 5 is allowable over Cassidy for at least the 
same reason as set forth herein with respect to independent claim 4 being allowable over 
Cassidy, Furthermore, the Applicant respectfully asserts that Cassidy teaches away from 
'' pperarmg said event clicm server to provide said event nQtificanon to at least on e directory 
client retiistered to receive said event notification " as recited in dependent claim 5 for the 
same reason as set forth herein with respect to independent claim 4. 

Withdrawal of ihe rejection of dependent claim 5 under U,S.C, §l02Ce) as being 
anticipated by Cassidy is therefore respectfully requcsied. 

Claim 13 depends frum independent claim 1 1. Therefore, dependent claim 13 
includes all of the elements and limitations of independent claim 11. It is therefore 
respectfully submined by the Applicant that dependent claims 13 is allowable over Cassidy 
for at least the same reason as set forth herein with respect to independent claim 1 1 being 
allowable over Cassidy, Furthermore, the Applicant respectfully assens that Cassidy teaches 
away from '^ a replicate directory database operabl e ro store said data, wherein said master 
directory daiflhaqe is further operable to replicate sai d data and a second sequence ^u^^t?er to 
gg ^id replicate directory database " as recited in dependent claim 13 for the same reason as set 
forth herein with respect to independent claim 1 1. 

Withdrawal of the rejection of dependent claim 13 under U.S.C. §l02te) as being 
anticipated by Cassidy is therefore respectfully requested. 
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Claims 7-lQ , 14 15. 17. and 18 . in the Non-Final Office Aciion, Examiner Abel-Jalil 
rejected pending claims 7-10, 14, 15, 17 and 18 under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,249,883 Bl to Cas:iicJy et al. in view of U.S. Patent No, 
6,192,408 Bl to y'ahaiia ei al. The Applicant responds to this rejection as subsequently 
recited herein, and respectfully requests reconsideration and further examination of claims 7- 
10, 14, 15, 17 and 18 under 37 CFR § 1.112, 

As to the § 103(a) rejection of claims 7-10, 14, 15, 17 and 18, the Applicant has 
thoroughly considered Examiner Abel-JaliKs remarks concerning the patentability of claims 
7-10, 14, 15, 17 and 18 over Cassidy in view of Vahalia. The Applicant has also thoroughly 
read Cassidy and Vahalia, To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, there must be 
some suggestion or motivation in Cassidy and Vahalia to modify Cassidy in view of Vahalia 
as proposed by Examiner Abel-Jalil. See. MPBP §2143. The Applicant respectfully 
traverses this § 103(a) rejection of claims 7-10, 14, 15, 17 and 18, because Cassidy teaches 
away from the modification qX Cassidy in view of Vahalia as proposed by Examiner Abel- 
Jalil by leaching away from the following limitations of claims 7-10, 14, 15, 17 and 18: 

1. -^ poliing a replicate directory database for a second sequence number 
response to said first sequence number bemg within said second queue" as 

recited in dependent claim 7; 

2. " providing an event notific ation to at least one directory client wfeea 
said first sequence r^umber is less than or equal to sa^t^ ^econd sequence 
number " as recited in dependent claim 8; 



PAGE 19/27 * RCVD AT 3/812004 4:51:06 PM [Eastern Standard Time] ' SVR:USPTMFXRF-213 * DNIS:7467239 ' CSID:+18479057113 ' DURATION (mm-ss):0M2 



MAR-08-04 03:56PM FROM-CLC FAX 



t 

+18479057113 



T-966 P. 20/27 F-394 



March 8, 2004 
Case No.: AUS920000810US1 (9000/18) 
Senal No,: 09/738,368 
Filed: December 15, 2000 
Page 17 of 21 

3. " pollina a replicate directory database for a second sequen ce number 
in response to said first sequence number beina within said second queue " as 
recited in independent claim 9; 

4. '^ providing an event notification ro at least one directory clie nt when 
said first sequence number is less than or eq ual to said second sequence 
number " as recited in dependent claim 10; 

5. ^" an eyent service seryer operable to poll gaid replicat e directory 
database for said second sequence number in response to said first sequence 
number from said event master server " as recited in dependent claim 14; 

6. " an event client server operable to provide an event notification to said 
directory client, wherein said event service server is further operable to 
provide said event notification to said event c lient server when said first 
^sequence number is less than or equal to said second sequence number^^ as 
recited in dependent claim 15; 

7 " a means for polHna a replicate data base for a second sequence 
number in response to said qecond se q uence numb er being within said second 
queue " and " gjneans for providing said event notification when said first 
ge quence number is less than oreoual t o said second sequence number'^ as 
recited in dependent claim 17; and 
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8. " a means for polimg a replicate datab ase for a second scQuencc 
number in response to said secopd sequence number being withm said queue^ 
and *' a fneans for providing said event nQtificaiion when said first sequence 



number is less than or equal to said second sequence number " us recited m 
independent claim 19. 

As to the ffaversal, the scopes of independent claims 7-10, 14, 15, 17 and 18 are 
directed to timely notifications to directory clients of data replicanons within databases 
whereby there is no need to predict system and network failures due to unknown riming of 
data replicittions wiihm databases. By comparison, the teachings of Cassidy are directed to 
predicting system and network failures stemming from data replications within databases due 
to an omission of Timely notifications to directory clients of data replications witbm 
databases. Again, this distinction between the present invention and Cassiay is unequivocal 
in view of a proper operational understanding of the present application and Cassidy. 

As previously stated herein, the elabordte prediction steps as taught by Cassidy are 
needed because Cassidy teaches away from a timely notification to directory client 108, 1 10, 
124, and 140 as illusn-ated in FIG. 1 of data replication with databases 114, 128, and 144, By 
teaching away from an event notification method that involves a polling of replicate 
databases for sequences numbers and a notificauon to directory clients based on the polling 
as tiiught by the present application, Caasidy unequivocally teaches away from the 
aforememioned limitations of claims 7-10, 14, 15, 17 and 18. Withdrawal of the rejection of 
independent claims 7-10, 14, 15, 17 and 18 under U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cassidy in view of Vahalia is therefore respectfully requested. 
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Furrhermore, claims 7 and S depend from mdependent claim 6. Therefore, dependent 
claims 7 and 8 include all of the elements and limiiations of independent claim 6, It is 
therefore respectfully submitted by the Applicant that dependent claims 7 and 8 are allowable 
over Cassidy in view of Vahaila for at least the same reason as set fonh herem with respect ^ 
to mdependent claim 6 being allowable over Cassidy, Withdrawal of the rejection of 
dependent claims 7 and 8 under U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cassidy in view 
of Vahaila is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claims 14 and IS depend from amended independent claim 11. Therefore, dependent 
claims 14 and 15 include all of the elements and limitations of amended independent claim 
11. It 13 therefore respectfully submined by the Applicant that dependent claims 14 and 15 
are allowable over Cassidy in view of Vahaila for at least the same reason as set forth herein 
with respect to amended independent claim 1 1 being allowable over Cassidy. Withdrawal of 
the rejection of dependent claims 14 and 15 under U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cassidy m view of Vahaila is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claim 17 depends from independent claim 16. Therefore, dependent claim 17 
includes all of the elements and limitations of independent claim 16. It is therefore 
respectfully Submitted by the Applicant that dependent claims 17 is allowable over Cassidy 
in view of Vahaila for at least the same reason as set forth herein with respect to independent 
claim 16 being allowable over Cassfdy. Withdrawal of die rejection of dependent claim 17 
under U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cassidy in view of Vahaila is therefore 
respectfully requested. 
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CONCLUSION 

The Applicants respecifuUy submit tbar claims 1-20 as listed herein fully satisfy the 
requirements of 35 U.S.C. §§102, 103 and 112. in view of the foregoing, favorable 
consideration and early passage to issue of the present application is respectfully requested. 



Dated: March 8. 2004 



Cardinal law group 

Suite 2000 

1 603 Orrington Avenue 
Evanston, llhnois 60201 
Phone: (847) 905-711 1 
Fax: (847)905-7113 




^rank C. N:ch6las 
Registration No. 33,983 
Attorney for Applicants 



PAGE 23127 * RCVD AT 3i20044:51:06 PM (Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTI«FXRF.2I3 » DNIS:7467239* C8ID:+m79057113* DURATION (mm-ss):06-52 



